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1.  INTRODUCTION 
Government cannot roll over the debt forever (ponzi game is not allowed). In the 
long run, inter-temporal budget constraint has to be satisfied, which is possible either 
through government spending adjustment or increasing government revenues. So current 
budget deficit calls for adjustment, in the future, in spending or revenues. There are four 
hypotheses, in the literature, in this regard: the tax-and-spending hypothesis, the 
spending-and-tax hypothesis, bi-directional causality between government revenues and 
government expenditures, and independence of taxes and expenditures hypothesis. The 
last hypothesis, however, have negative implications, in the long run, in terms of debt 
sustainability and inflation.  
The empirical literature give mixed result on the intertemporal relationship 
between government expenditures and taxes due to various time periods analysed, lag 
length specifications, and methodology used in the study. Manage and Marlow (1986), 
Blackley (1986), and Ram (1988) support ‗the tax and spending‘ hypothesis. Anderson, 
Wallace, and Warner (1986), Von Furstenberg, Green, and Jeong (1986) and Jones and 
Joulfaian (1991) support ‗the spending-and-tax‘ hypothesis. Miller and Russek (1989) 
find bi-directional causality, whereas Baghestani and McNown (1994) find that 
government expenditures and taxes are not affected by budget deficit. 
Most of the studies available, in this regard, have focused on the experiences of 
developed economies and the issue has not been investigated for the case of developing 
countries. So this study aims at testing the four hypotheses, stated above, in the context of 
inter-temporal budget constraint for the case of Pakistan using data over the period 1961 
to 2008. For this, reaction of fiscal policy instruments to lagged fiscal deficit has been 
estimated. More specifically, it is investigated how government adjusts taxes, 
government expenditures and/or total debt in response to fiscal deficit.  
While estimating government‘s fiscal policy response to budget deficit, 
econometric issues related to non-stationarity of taxes, government expenditures and debt 
are important. Most of the times, data on government expenditures, taxes and debt are 
non-stationary. On the other hand, intertemporal budget constraint requires stationarity of 
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primary deficit—transversality condition must hold. This suggests estimating model as 
Vector Error Correction Model (VECM)—the methodology we have used in this study, 
as we impose the intertemporal budget constraint. The main result we obtain is that in 
case of Pakistan budget is balanced either through raising debt or monetising deficit. 
Neither revenues nor government expenditures are adjusted in response to increased 
fiscal deficit. We also find that the behaviour of government expenditures and that of 
taxes are independent of each other. 
Rest of the study proceeds as follows. Section 2 briefly describes the literature 
regarding historical behaviour of intertemporal budget constraint and the empirical issues 
in the study of intertemporal budget constraint. Section 3 discuses the theoretical model 
and econometric methodology used in the study. The fourth section is regarding the data 
and variables construction. In fifth section results are discussed. Section 6 concludes the 
study.   
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1.  Intertemporal Budget Constraint 
The Intertemporal budget balance put constraint on the behaviour of government. 
It implies that government with high debt must run high future surplus in term of present 
value and it can be generated through adjustments in taxes, government expenditure or 
seigniorage [Buiter (2002)]. Researcher and economist have done alot of work to solve 
the deficit problem and suggest different ways to resolve the long run primary deficit 
problem. Best approach to solve the problem depends on the intertemporal relationship 
between government expenditure and tax. Huge research has been done to study 
empirically this relationship. But interestingly most of the papers have focused on the 
experiences of US economy and a few examine budget deficit situation in OECD 
country. On the other hand there have been almost negligible studies to focus on the 
situation of developing countries.  
 
2.2.  Tax and Spending Debate 
There are four main hypotheses on the relationship between government 
expenditure and revenue i.e. Tax-and-spend hypothesis, Spend-tax hypothesis, Bi-
directional causality between government revenue and government expenditure and 
Taxes and expenditure are independent from each other. 
The tax-and-spend hypothesis suggests that changes in government revenue are 
followed by changes in government expenditure. Friedman (1978), Blackely (1986) Ram 
(1988) and Buchanan and Wagner (1977, 1978) show that increase in government 
revenue will cause to increase in government expenditure and therefore this approach will 
not play any role in reducing budget deficit.  
The spend-tax hypothesis suggests that changes in government expenditure are 
followed by changes in government revenue. According to Peacock and Wiseman (1979) 
argued that temporary increase in government expenditure due to emergency purposes 
lead to increase in permanent increase in government taxes or other type of revenue. 
Barro (1974, 1978) argue that the result given by Buchanan-Wagner between government 
expenditure and tax due to fiscal illusion does not exist. Barro uses Ricardian equivalence 
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proposition. According to Barro if government fulfills his expenditure through 
borrowing, then this will result an increase in tax liabilities in future. Anderson, et al. 
(1986) used granger causality test and argued that change in government expenditure lead 
to change in total revenue. Jones and Joulfaian (1991) and Ross and Payne (1996) 
showed the same result by applying Engle-Granger error correction method and 
Johansen-Juselius multivariate co integration ARCH model respectively.  
The third hypothesis states that there is bi-directional causality between 
government revenue and government expenditure. Musgrave (1966), and Meltzer and 
Richard (1981) suggests the fiscal synchronisation hypothesis. They compare the 
marginal benefit and marginal costs of the services provided by the government, to make 
appropriate decision regarding the level of government expenditure and government 
revenue. Manage and Marlow (1986) applied Granger causality test and found that there 
is bi-directional causality between taxes and expenditure. 
The fourth hypothesis states that taxes and expenditure are independent from each 
other. Baghestani and McNown (1994) apply Johansen-Juselius multivariate 
cointegration and found that there is no long run cointegration between taxes and 
expenditure. 
Tehran and Walsh (1988) used Johansen-Juselius multivariate co-integration 
method and provide evidence which reject the tax smoothing hypothesis and unable to 
reject the hypothesis of Intertemporal budget balance. Bohn (1991) use Error correction 
model and concluded that about 65–70 percent of budget deficit due to high government 
spending and about 50–65 percent budget deficit due decrease in taxes have been 
eliminated by step wise decreased in government spending and the remainder is 
eliminated by step wise increased in tax revenue.  
The bulk of empirical literature on the tax-spend debate has focused on the US 
budget deficit situation with a few exceptional papers. Provopoulos and Zambaras (1991) 
studied Greece budgetary process by applying granger causality test and analysed that 
government expenditure have lag effect on taxes. Owoye (1995) applied Engle-Granger 
error correction method and found that the historical behaviour of budget deficit for 
Canada, France, Germany, UK and US support the fiscal synchronisation hypothesis. 
And in case of Italy and Japan there is ui-directional causality between tax and 
government expenditure. Payne (1996) used the Johansen-Juselius multivariate 
cointegration procedure and error correction model. He found that budget imbalance 
situation is corrected by changes in government expenditure. Darrat (1998) used bivariate 
and multivariate model and suggested that optimal policy to solve the budget deficit 
problem is to raise taxes. He found negatively uni-directional causality which stems from 
taxes to government expenditure for Turkey. 
 
2.3.  Empirical Literature 
The empirical literature discussed above give us mixed result on the intertemporal 
relationship between government expenditure and taxes. Because these studies used a 
variety of different procedures which give us conflicting and contradictory result. For 
example Lutkepohl (1982, 1993) discussed that bivariate Granger causality models have 
a problem of omission-of-variable bias. In bivariate setting if a variable is not found to 
cause another variable, so inferences on the bases of such model will not be correct in the 
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context of a larger economics system which included other important variable. Bivariate 
granger causality model is used by Manage and Marlow (1986), Anderson, et al. (1986) 
and Ram (1988) etc. Lutkepohl (1982, p.367) writes, ―This conclusion is a consequence 
of the well-known problem that a low dimensional sub process contains little information 
about the structure of a higher dimensional system.‖ In order to solve this problem von 
Furstenberg, Green, and Jeaon (1986) and Anderson, Wallace and Warner (1986) etc. 
have incorporated other important variables and used multivariate Granger causality 
models. 
Another source of mixed result is that such standard Granger causality tests ignore 
other sources of causality stemming from long-run relationships among the variables. 
This problem is taken into account by Miller and Russek (1990) and Owoye (1995) by 
using error correction model. But unfortunately there models are of bivariate nature i.e. 
they just check the relationship between government expenditure and taxes. Miller (1991) 
and Darrat (1994) etc. has shown that problem of omission-of-variables bias is not only 
related with bivariate standard causality tests, but it also effect the result derives from the 
bivariate error correction model. Another objection to empirical analysis is that simple 
regression analysis or unrestricted VAR is used. Demopoulos, Katsembris, and Miller 
(1987) used simple regression analysis or unrestricted VAR to study granger causality 
which ignore information about the long-run behaviour of taxes, debt and seigniorage 
that is implied by intertemporal budget balance. Intertemporal budget balance implies a 
cointegration relationship between deficit and debt and this link restrict the behaviour of 
expenditures, taxes and seigniorage. This fact implies that multivariate vector error 
correction model should be used to the study the behaviour of expenditures, taxes and 
seigniorage. Bohn (1991) used multivariate vector error correction model. But he does 
not treat seigniorage separately. Bohn (1991) is used methodology in this paper and   but 
seigniorage is treated both separately and together with total revenue. 
 
3. THEORY AND ECONOMETRIC METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1.  Theoretical Framework 
As intertemporal budget constraint has to be satisfied, a government cannot sustain 
long term primary deficit. The intertemporal budget constraint consists of tax revenues, 
seigniorage revenues, government expenditures, interest payments, and government debt. 
Budget equation is given as: 
Bt+1 = Gt – Tt + (1+r) Bt +t+1 … … … … … (1)  
Where, Tt denotes tax revenues including seigniorage revenues and Gt denote government 
expenditures net of interest payments.
1
 Interest payments are excluded from the variable 
G because we are interested in primary deficit to study intertemporal budget constraint.
2
 
Bt is used for government debt and r is the interest rate on total debt. Finally, t+1 is the 
error term. The error term shows that tax revenues, government expenditures and 
government debt do satisfy exact linear relationship in given time period. Barro (1979) 
and Tehran and Walsh (1988) assume that expected real return on government debt is 
 
1But later on to check the robustness of results, seigniorage will be taken separately. 
2For reference, see McCallum (1984). 
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constant, in which case, error term is uncorrelated with right hand side variables. If, on 
the other hand, r is not constant then error term may have correlation because of the 
mistake in approximating the real return. Equation (1) can also be written as 
Gt + (1+r) Bt = Tt + Bt+1 … … … … … … (2) 
Where error term is assumed to be zero. In this case equation suggests that the budget 
constraint is satisfied each period. Dividing Equation (2) by aggregate output in the 
economy we get the following equation.  
1(1 *)t t t tr b t b
g
   
 … … … … … … … (3)   
Where gt, tt, and bt are, respectively, the ratio of government expenditures (excluding 
interest payments), tax revenues including seigniorage revenues, and the ratio of total 
government debt to aggregate measure of output. r*t is the real interest rate net of 
economic growth rate. As budget is balanced each period, we can write the intertemporal 
budget constraint, by performing the forward substitution, for period  = t to  = T, as. 
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Where st is primary budget surplus and is given as, st = tt – gt.  The stability of fiscal 
policy depends on the second term of Equation (4). According to the literature the path of 
second term is very important for the condition of sustainable fiscal policy. In projecting 
future policy variable, it is important to recognise that government budget constraint 
restrict the joint movement of fiscal variables. If transversality condition holds then the 
change in fiscal variables is subject to intertemporal budget constraint. Transversality 


























  … … … … … (6) 
Equation (6) will be satisfied if the growth rate of government debt is less than the 
interest rate—‗No Ponzi Game Condition‘.  
Empirical literature proposes different methods to check the sustainability of 
above conditions. To check whether the transversality condition holds, testing for 
stationarity of primary budget surplus is suggested in the literature. Hamilton and Flavin 
(1986) derive the testable hypothesis as,  
1 1 01 1
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1 1








   
    
       
  … … … (7) 
Intertemporal budget constraint will be violated if A0 is greater than zero. The market value 
of government debt will be equal to the sum of the discounted future budget surpluses, if 
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and only if Ao in the above equation is equal to zero i.e. stationarity of primary budget 
deficit is sufficient condition for sustainable fiscal policy. It means if primary deficit is 
stationary at first difference, then intertemporal budget balance holds only if primary deficit 
and government debt are cointegrated of order 1. Wilcox (1989) suggests that the 
discounted value of government loan must go to zero in infinite future when interest rate is 
not constant for a sustainable fiscal policy. According to Quintos (1995) and Hakkio and 
Rush (1991), transversality condition holds if t and g are stationary.  
There is an alternative method to test whether or not intertemporal budget equation 
holds. If primary budget deficit and government debt are non-stationary, intertemporal 
budget constraint requires studying the cointegration relationship between primary 
budget deficit and public debt. Macdonald (1992) subtracted (1/r) st–1 from both sides of 
Equation (6) and get the following Equation (8) 
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    
  
  … … … (8) 
Where, s–1 – s–2 = s–1. So equation implies that testing of stationarity of s–1 is similar 
to the testing of linear combination of r
*
bt–1 –st–1. By using the Engle-Granger (1987) 
definition, on the basis of Equation (8), the cointegration implies that the linear 
combination st– r
*
bt = t   is stationary at levels because of the existence of r* parameter. It 
means that primary budget deficit and public debt are cointegrated. So the equilibrium 
relation is given as: 
St – r* bt = t  … … … … … … … (9) 
Where the cointegrating vector  = (1, –r*). 
Similarly according to the Granger representation theorem, the co-integration 
between public debt and budget deficit can be discussed by using the error-correction 
representation as given below. 
1 1 1 1( * )t t t s t b t tS S r b S b u             … … … (10)         
In the cointegration model st–1 – r
*
bt–1 is the equilibrium error. Equation (10) tells 
about the short run behaviour of budget deficit and public debt.  In statistical sense, st–1 – 
r
*
bt–1 is the speed of adjustment and show that budget deficit and public debt are 
cointegrated.  Error correction model show that in short run public debt and budget 
deficit may diverge, but in the long run they will converge.  
To study the behaviour of intertemporal budget constraint non-stationary 
behaviour of time series data is a critical and important. Augmented Dickey-Fuller test is 
used, to test whether variables are stationary or not. Schwartz criterion is used for lag 
length selection in unit root test equation. ADF equation is given as, 




t t i t t
i
X X t X 

            … … … (11) 
Where Xt denote variable (government expenditures, total tax revenues, total debt, 
seigniorage etc), ―‖ is used for first difference, ―t‖ is error term or covariance 
stationarity random term and ―p‖ show the number of lag.   
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So if variables are non-stationary at level but stationary at first difference, then 
long run relationship can be established by testing for the presence of cointegration. For 
this, we apply Johnson Cointegration approach instead of the Engle-Granger approach 
(EG). EG approach is easy to understand and to implement. However recent literature 
[e.g. Davidson and MacKinnon (1993); Noriega-Muro (1993); Kramers, Ericson, and 
Dolado (1992); and Inder (1993)] has shown that there are important shortcomings of 
Engle-Granger methodology.  
The system of equations in Johansen methodology can be written as 
11 121 1
11 21 31
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 … (12) 
The objective of this study is to analyse how the values of fiscal variables react to 
lagged changes in deficit. In order to tell about the future fiscal policy variable it is 
important to note that the intertemporal budget constraint satisfy the standard-
transversality condition as discussed in theoretical framework. For intertemporal budget 
constraint to be satisfied, it is necessary that government debt is stationary at first 
difference, which imposes restriction on the cointegration relationship of variables in 
vector Xt. The linear combination of budget deficit is given as 
DEFt = Gt – Tt + r. Bt … … … … … … (13) 
Combining Equations (12) and (13) we get the following error correction model: 
A (L) Xt = –.Xt–1 + ut … … … … … … (14) 
Where DEFt–1 = Xt–1. As Xt–1 is the error correction term i.e. primary budget deficit 
and it contains (n–1) vectors, Equation (14) becomes: 
A (L) Xt = –.DEFt–1 + ut  … … … … … … (15) 
We use this equation as error correction model for estimation. 
 
4.  DATA DESCRIPTION AND VARIABLES’ CONSTRUCTION 
In this study the period of analysis is 1961 to 2008. Three main variables used in 
the study are government outlays net of interest payments; government receipts or total 
revenues including seigniorage revenues; and total debt. All variables are deflated by 
GDP. Following Bohn (1991), we have subtracted interest payments from government 
expenditures, but we our variable of government revenues include seigniorage revenues. 
Arby (2006) has constructed series for seigniorage but the duration of the data is from 
1973 to 2005, whereas requirement is from 1961 to 2007. So series of seigniorage is 
calculated for M2 and reserve money (MO) as: Seigniorage from M2 = (M2 of 2000-M2 
of 1999)/GDP deflator of 2000 and Similarly for M0   =   (MO of 2000- M0 of 1999)/ GDP 
deflator of 2000. 
Primary budget deficit is calculated as given in the following equation, [see 
McCallum (1984)]. 
DEFt = Gt – Tt  
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Where DEFt is the primary budget deficit, Gt is the government expenditures without 
interest payments and T is the total taxes.  
Data on primary budget deficit, domestic debt, foreign debt, interest payments by 
the government, GDP deflator, government expenditures, total taxes, M2, reserve money 
(Mo) and GNP are obtained from various issues of Economic Survey of Pakistan, World 
Development Indicators 2008 and from International Financial Statistics 2009. 
 
5.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
To estimate the government response to budget deficit it is important to first check 
the stationarity of taxes, government expenditures, and debt and budget deficit. 
Augmented Dickey-Fuller test is used to test the stationarity of data. The lag length is 
selected on the basis of Schwarz information criterion. Results in Table 1 show that each 
variable is non-stationary at level, because the null hypothesis of unit root cannot be 
rejected but all variable are stationary at first difference i.e. variables are I(1). 
 
Table 1 
Results of Augmented Dickey Fuller Test 
 Level First Difference  
Variable P-Value Lag Length P-Value Lag Length Result 
TR_Y 0.2227 0 0.0000** 0 I(1) 
TRWSM2_Y 0.2207 0 0.0000** 0 I(1) 
TRWSRM_Y 0.2216 0 0.0000** 0 I(1) 
SM2_Y 0.2047 2 0.0000** 2 I(1) 
SRM_Y 0.3727 1 0.0000** 0 I(1) 
TD_Y 0.6197 1 0.0122** 0 I(1) 
DD_Y 0.1964 1 0.0228** 0 I(1) 
GENDS_Y 0.3968 0 0.0000** 1 I(1) 
DEF_Y 0.4207 0 0.0000** 0 I(1) 
 
The next important step is to test the presence of cointegration because if the 
variables are cointegrated then they have long run equilibrium relationship. Johansen 
cointegration test is used to find the number of cointegration vectors. In the first step we 
test cointegration among total revenues including seigniorage revenues, government 
expenditures, and total debt and results of this base case are given in Table 2. Then we 
have done the same in a number of different settings: taking domestic debt instead of 
total debt, taking seigniorage revenues only from reserve money, taking government 
revenues and seigniorage revenues as two different variables, (results of these other 
specifications are given in Appendix).    
 
Table 2 
Results of Cointegration Test 








None * 45.62207 35.19275 30.79129 22.29962 
At most 1 14.83078 20.26184 11.14421 15.89210 
At most 2 3.686569 9.164546 3.686569 9.164546 
Series: TRWSM2_Y, GENDS_Y &TD_Y. 
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Results in Table 2 and in appendix show that both Trace Statistics and Max 
Eigenvalue Statistics indicate one cointegrating vector at 5 percent level of significance. 
It means that there exist long run relationship between total revenues, government 
expenditures and debt.  
Table 3 displays results of error correction model. Again we have estimated error 
correction model with different specifications; results of base case are given in the text 
while that of other specifications are given in appendix. While estimating error correction 
model we have taken lagged value of primary deficit as exogenous variable. The 
objective is to estimate the response of fiscal policy instruments, government 
expenditures, government revenues and total debt, to the lagged value of primary deficit. 
Our results show that lagged deficit has insignificant effect on government revenues and 
expenditures, but the response of debt to deficit is positive and significant. Thus, in 
Pakistan, budget is balanced by increasing liabilities; it is neither financed by increasing 
total revenues, nor by adjusting government expenditures. So a deficit does not generate 
long run stabilising effect on total revenues and government expenditures.  
Moreover, results in Table 3 make it clear that total revenues have inertia factor. 
Total revenues are not followed by changes in government spending, but revenues have 
significant and negative effect on debt. So it is clear that ‗spend-and-tax‘ hypothesis does 
not hold in case of Pakistan. Furthermore, it is found that changes in government 
expenditures are not followed by changes in total debt. It is also found that lagged values 
of total debt have significant and positive effect on total revenues and government 
expenditures. These results show that total revenues and government expenditures do not 
respond to budget deficit directly. In Pakistan, most of the times, budget deficit is 
financed through raising debt. Moreover, neither ‗spend-and-tax hypothesis‘ nor ‗tax-
and-spend hypothesis‘ is valid. 
 
Table 3 
Results of Error Correction Model with Total Debt 
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To check the robustness of the above results we estimate vector error correction 
model with different specifications and results are given in appendix. The results do not 
change when domestic debt rather than total debt is used as one of the variable. Again 
debt is the only variable that responds to lagged values of deficit; adjustment takes place 
neither in revenues nor in expenditures. Same results hold when other specifications are 
estimated. As pointed out by Walsh (2003), Bohn (1991) does not differentiate between 
the effects of deficit on Seniorage revenues and on other revenues. 
In this study we have done this to look at separate effects of budget deficit on two 
types of revenues. We get very interesting results in this case. Results in Table 4 show 
that deficit has positive and significant effect on revenues from seigniorage and debt. It 
means in case of Pakistan budget deficit is financed through printing of money i.e. 
monetisation of deficit and through borrowing by selling bonds. However, as shown in 
the appendix, the effect is found to be low when total debt instead of domestic debt is 
used as one of the endogenous variables.  
 
Table 4 
Results of Error Correction Model (Total Revenues, Seigniorage, 
Government Expenditures and Domestic Debt) 
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6. CONCLUDING REMARKS 
This study investigates the historical behaviour of intertemporal budget constraint 
for Pakistan from 1961 to 2008. We test four hypotheses, i.e. First Tax-and-spend 
hypothesis, second spend-tax hypothesis, third that there is bi-directional causality 
between government revenues and government expenditures, and fourth taxes and 
expenditures are independent of each other.  
Our analysis shows that in case of Pakistan budget deficit and debt have close 
relationship. Budget deficit is financed through borrowing; it has effect neither on 
government expenditures nor on taxes. So a deficit does not generate long run stabilising 
effect on total revenues and government expenditures. Government expenditures have 
insignificant effect on future taxes and similarly lag value of taxes has no effect on future 
taxes. So neither ‗spend-and-tax hypothesis‘ and nor ‗tax-and-spend hypothesis‘ is 
satisfied. It means in case of Pakistan we found that taxes and spending decision are 
taken independently and there is no long run cointegration between taxes and 
expenditures. 
Next we estimate error correction model by taking total revenues and seigniorage 
separately. In both cases we estimate the model with total debt first and then with 
domestic debt. In this case we get another interesting result that in case of Pakistan 
budget imbalances are reduced either through borrowing or through monetisation of debt. 
Results show that budget deficit has no impact on the behaviour of government 
expenditures and taxes. Moreover change in taxes is not followed by change in 
government expenditures and vice versa. It means there is no cointegration between taxes 
and spending. So historical behaviour of Pakistan‘s intertemporal budget constraint show 




List of Variables 
Symbol Variable 
TRWSM2_Y Total revenues, including seigniorage revenues calculated from M2, 
as ratio of GDP 
TRWSRM_Y Total revenues, including seigniorage revenues calculated from 
reserve money, as ratio of GDP 
GENDS_Y Government expenditures, net of debt servicing, as ratio of GDP 
DD_Y Domestic debt as ratio of GDP 
TD_Y Total debt as ratio of GDP 
TRC_Y Total government revenues, net of seigniorage revenues, as ratio of 
GDP 
SM_Y Seigniorage revenues calculated from M2, as ratio of GDP 
SRM_Y Seigniorage revenues calculated from reserve money, as ratio of 
GDP 
DEF_Y primary deficit as ratio of GDP 
FD_Y Foreign debt, as ratio of GDP 
DGE_Y Developmental government expenditure, as ratio of GDP  
NGENDS_Y Non-developmental governmental expenditure, as ratio of GDP 
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Table 5 
Results of Cointegration Test 









None * 29.96288 29.79707 24.13832 21.13162 
At most 1 5.824565 15.49471 5.794939 14.26460 
At most 2 0.029626 3.841466 0.029626 3.841466 
 
Series: TRWSM2_Y GENDS_Y & DD_Y 









None * 23.95788 24.27596 21.03970 17.79730 
At most 1 2.918172 12.32090 2.174876 11.22480 
At most 2 0.743296 4.129906 0.743296 4.129906 
Series: TRWSRM_Y , GENDS_Y & TD_Y  









None * 41.22606 35.19275 29.77811 22.29962 
At most 1 11.44795 20.26184 6.934601 15.89210 
At most 2 4.513351 9.164546 4.513351 9.164546 
 Series: TRWSRM_Y,  GENDS_Y &DD_Y  
No of CE(s) Trace Statistic Prob Max statistic Eigen Prob 
None* 63.4917 0.0058 39.06797 0.0016 
At most 1 24.42620 0.4356 14.39919 0.4261 
At most 2 10.02701 0.6372 6.756837 0.6991 
At most 3 3.20172 0.5314 3.270172 0.5314 
 
Series: TRC_Y GENDS_Y SM_Y TD_Y 
 No of CE(s) Trace Statistic Prob Max statistic Eigen Prob 
None* 67.45065 0.0021 48.83018 0.0000 
At most 1 18.62046 0.8079 9.166689 .8939 
At most 2 9.453774 0.6932 6.128683 0.7734 
At most 3 3.3325091 0.5218 3.325091 0.5218 
Series: TRC_Y GENDS_Y SM_Y DD_Y 
 No of CE(s) Trace Statistic Prob Max statistic Eigen Prob 
None* 65.99949 0.0030 33.13326 0.0122 
At most 1 32.86624 0.0873 20.94666 0.764 
At most 2 11.91958 0.4560 7.693533 0.5846 
At most 3 4.226049 0.3795 4.226049 0.3795 
Series: TRC_Y, GENDS_Y, SRMY_Y, DD_Y 
No of CE(s) Trace Statistic Prob Max statistic Eigen Prob 
None* 66.08399 0.0030 44.67940 0.0002 
At most 1 21.40459 0.6354 10.75020 0.7724 
At most 2 10.65439 0.5756 6.205074 0.7646 
At most 3 4.449313 0.3493 4.449313 0.3493 
 Series: TRC_Y, GENDS_Y, SRMY_Y, DD_Y  




Results of Error Correction Model (Total Revenue with Seigniorage of Reserve Money, 
Government Expenditure Net of Debt Services and Domestic Debt 
















































































Iqbal and Malik 624 
Table 7 
Results of Error Correction Model (Total Revenue, Seigniorage of M2, Government 
Expenditure Net of Debt Services and Total Debt) 













































































































































Results of Error Correction Model (Total Revenue, Seigniorage of Reserve Money, 
Government Expenditure Net of Debt Services and Total Debt) 
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Table 9 
Results of Error Correction Model (Total Revenue, Seigniorage of Reserve Money, 
Government Expenditure Net of Debt Services and Domestic Debt) 
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